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REMARKS 



Cl^ml has been azneiided to include the Ihnitati^ 
cancelled and to include the limitations of claim 19 which has also been cancelled* In 
addition* in step C) this step has been amended to delete the rstnoval of dead eggs since 
these may not be removed by the method of step C). 

Abo, a number of claims have been cancelled relating to botizyl alcohol as the 
aralkyl alcohol and/or Kce in fyvor of newly added independent claim 45 limited to 
benzyl alcohol and lice. In adifition, a number of new claims dependent or ultimately 
dependent on 45 have been added (claims 46-63). 

The specification has been amended to conply with the Examiner^s otgection to 
the amendment ofthe specification in the amendment filed 08/22/05. A new amendment 
has been sulnnitted showing the cancellation of an tt^ comma in line 6 ofthe 

paragraph, which is the only change made to this paiagr^h. 

On pages 2 and 3 of the OfiSce Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1-13, 15, 
16, 18-36 under 35 U.S.C.112, first paxagraph as being nonenabllng fbr any aialkyl 
alcohol and for any ectoparasite, nit or txympK 

It should first of all be noted that U.S. 5,8S8;383 has claims directed to 
ectoparasites broadly, and U.S. 6,793,931 contains claims to formula t compounds (see 
present claim 8). 

It is respectfitlly submitted that the above issued patents ^o w that enablement 
exists for both ectoparasites and conq>ounds of fi)rmula I (present formula I compounds 
do include additional compounds not inchided in the claimed formula I conQ)ounds of 
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U.S. 6,793,93 1, but the concept that a generic group of compounds are enabled by the 
discbsure is shown by the claims of U.S. 6)793»93 1). 

Tb& Examiner contends that the specification does not reasonably provide 
enablement for any aialkyl alcohol and for any ectoparasite and does not enable one 
skilled in the art to practice the invention commensurate m scope with the claims. 

I'liis contention is ieq>ectfiilly submiited to be incorrect* 

First of all, the Federal Circuit held of February 1 1, 2004 in Liebel-Flarsheim Co. 
V. Medrsd, Inc (Fed. Cir. 03«*1 08?.)^ that a feature of an invention described in a patent 
specification may not be imported as a limitation on a clann simpfy because that feature 
is included in the sole embodiment of the inventioiL 

Also, as pointed out by the court in In re Marzocchi. 439 F.2d 220, 1 69 USPQ 
367 (CCFA 1971), a spedBcation dfaclosuic which contains a teaching of the manner and 
process of making and uang the invention in terms which correspond in scope to those 
used in descnT?ing and defining the subject 

conq)l]ance with the enabling requirement of the first parage 112 unless there 
reason to doubt the oljective truth of ihe statement contained tberrin which must be 
relied on for enabling support. How such teaching is set forth, either hy the use of 
ilhijttrative exan^sles or by broad terminology is of no importance. There is uo dispute 
here that the present claims find literal siqpport in the ^ecification. 

It is respectiiilly submitted that in rejecting the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 12» the 
Exammer is charged with the initial butdcn of providing a basis upon which to support 
the conclusion that one having ordinary skill in the art woukl not have been able to 
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asgertain the scope of protection defined by the claims, when reasonabhr interpreted in 
fight of the specification. See late Moore 439 F.2d 1232, 169 USPQ 236 (CCPA 1971); 
In re Hammock, 427 F.2d 1378, 166 USPQ 204 (CCPA 1970). The resolution of this 
legal question necessarity depends upon the j^ts of each partkn^ gmithkline 
piapnosticts T uc. V Helen Laboratories Corp.: 859 F.2d 878,8 USl'Q2d (1987); ChipagP 
Pn^im^xrt Tnol Co. V Hughes Tool Co-: 97 F.2d 945, 38 USPQ 258 (10* Cir. 1938). 

ThuS) it is respectfuny contended that was incunibent^^ 
siibiitentiatB, by (actual evidence or sound scientific reasonine that the enabling disclosure 
is not commensurate in scope with the claimed invention as a whole or as to any aspect 
thereo£ It is fiirtheri^spectfiilfy contended that the Exann^ 
this burden. 

The Examiner has provided no Actual evidence nor set forth cogent scientific 
reasoning establishing that the claimed invention enconqpasses inoperable embodiments, 
coiq)onent$, or methods or that it would require under experimentation by the sidDDied 
artisan to practice the claimed mvention given the present fa^ Cf> in re Skrivan, 
427 R2d 801, 116 USPQ 85 (CCPA 1970); InrcAngstadt 537 F.2d 498, 190 USPQ 214 
(CCPA 1976). As pointed out by the court in Skrivan> claims need not recite factors 
which would be obvious to one of ordinary sidll in the art. 

One skilled in the art would understand the term "ectoparasite" and the parasites 
inchided within tiie term. The present methods are directed to the killing of such 
ectoparasites and their eggs by appfying the conq>osition of the invention and leaving 
them in contact with the ectoparasites and their eggs until the^ Hence, 
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those skilled in the art would clearly tmderstand how to cany out the method of the 
invention wtfh my ectoparasite. 

In addition, only those ectoparasites that cause an tnfestatfon on animal skin are 
included, and hexx:e the ectoparasites covered by claim 1 are limited in number. 

Wlih respect to monohydric aralkyl ak^ohols^ one skilled in the art woukl have no 
problem in xmderstanding what compounds Ikll within the scope tiiis term, or 
how to use such compounds in the methods of the invmtion. 

In the present supplication^ it is respectfully contended that it is not ai^ent why 
one having ordinary skill in the art would not have been able to ascertain the scope of 
protection defined fay the claims vten reasonably interpreted in light of the supportioe 
specification, for the reasons discussed above. 

It is also respectfiilly contended that there is no ""reason to doiibt the objective 
truth of the statements contafaied" in the specification and claims. 

Hence, it is lespectfiiUy sulxnitted that anyone skilled in this art would know 
exactly how to cany out the claimsd methods, especially in the light of the disclosures 
includh^ opentiinjg Exanq>les in the specification. Substituting another conopoimd fi>r 
bCTzyl alcohol would not present azxy enablement problems^ nor would carrying out the 
claimed methods with an ectopara^e other that lice present any enablement problems. 

Withdrawal of the sectk^n 1 12 rejection is respeotfiiify solicited 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-36 and 39 under 35 USC 103 (a) as being 
mqpatentable over the Lover 4368207 and Bassette 6974584 and Cardin et al 5288483, in 
view of Pearhnan 630358 1 . 
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Before discussing the Examiner's position with respect to theses references, it 
may be helplEul to discuss what these references teach and what they don't teach relevant 
to the presently claimed invention. 

With respect to the Lover reference, this reference discloses the testing of a large 
number of alcohols to obtain a pediculicidal rating (as well as an ovicidal rating). 

Table J'lII are tables showing the screening of cui^pounds tliat might be effective 
a^inst lice, not a disclosute that all screened coaqx>iinds are effective pedicti1icide.<i. 

BenTyl alcohol was tested at 100% alcohol 25% sohition, and a 15/25/60 
mixture. Tlie results obtained for beni^rl alcohol show that this was not an effective 
pediculidde, and nowhere in the reference, includhig the claims, does the referaoce 
contend otherwise. 

The Lover reference shows that even at a 100% concentration, it was still onfy 
90% effective, Le. 10% of the Kce were left aKve to rapidly reproduce. 

In a 25% sohitiouin vvater it had no eiSectiveness whatsoever, and in a 15% 
concentration with 25% isopropanol and 60% water, it was only 5% cfibcilve. 

It should be nui^ that in cohimn 5 dooc of the "^typical fermuktioiis^ coxxUiioed 
benzyl alcohol 

Seealso cohimnZ lines 8-11 where it states that *^ccordingW. when both 
pediculicidal and ovicidal activitv is desiredL it is preferred to employ an 
unsubstitttted alkyl alcohol having a log p value of 2J3-5.P. Benzyl alcohol and 
other monohydric aralkyl alcohols are not •*unsubstituted aralkjl alcohol(s)'', and 
ben^akoholhasap valueof IJO. Here again* Lover directs away from the 
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use of ben;^l alcohol 

Clearly the above results direct one sidlted in the art away from the use of bcn^l 
alcohol as a pedicuKcide. 

Concerning phenyl ethanol» this confound was 1 00% effective against Kce vAen 
100% alcohol was used. The present cliiims do not include the use of 100% alcohol, nor 
anywhere ctose to 100% alcohoL 

In a 25% solution, effectiveness was 0%. The present compositions are highly 
eflfecth^ at concentrations much below 25%. 

It should fimher be noted that Lover's claims do not inchide pheiQrl ethanot» Le. 
Lover docs not inchide phenyl ethanol as an effectwc agent for controlling Kce. 

With respect to independent claims 1 and new claim 45, the limitations not taught 
or suggested hy the Lover reference include the following: 

1 . The Ihnitation in paragraph A)a) of a weight range of monohydric aralkyl 
alcohol of firom 1 to 50%« Lover shows that even at 100% conrentration 
ben^l alcohol is only 90% cficctive as a pcdiculigide. Applicant has 
shown extremely high effectiveness levels for the di£brent coinpositions 
of the invention. See e,g. Example 1 5 on pages 24-27 where a 
conq>osition containing only 5% by we^t of benzyl alcohol (Example 1 
conq)osition) produced kill rates ofgrcater than 99% against lice. See 
also exanople 16 on pages 27-30 where a composition of the hivcntion also 
containing only 5% by weight of benzyl alcohol (Example 2 composition) 
produced a kill rate of 100% against lice. 
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2* Subparagraph A)b) wherein the con^jositioos are formulated to prevent 

the ectopatasitesfiom obtaining akthroti^th^ It 
has been discovered that the combination of the pesticidai activity of the 
aralkyl alcohols of the invention when present in con9>o^tions that 
suffocate the ectoparasites provide very high kill rates (over 99%) in short 
contact times. The aralkyl alcohols have been &und to prevent tJie 
ectoparasites from closing their fareathizig sq>paratuse$ (see e.g. page 6 
lines 15-19X and tbJs eflect cnmbmed with the snffocatins efifect of 
compositions that prevent air fiom entering the ectoparasites* breathing 
apparatuses (spiracles in Uce) results in these vety high ki^ Thereis 
of course no teaching or suggestion in Lover for the concept of using 
coiiQX>sition$ that sufifocate the ectoparasites (see e.g. coL 2 lines 25-30 
wheie it ts stated that "Any pharmaceuticalty acceptable carrier** can be 
used). 

3. The limitation in subparagraph A)c) in where it is discovered that these 

very high kill rates are obtained when both the hair and skin in the in&ctcd 
ar«as ace completely saturated with the compositions of the mvention. 
Hece again tbeie is no such disck>sure in the Lover re fe re n ce and clearly 
not with respect to this limitation applied to the compositions of the 
I^esent invention. With respect to this limitation a Declaration under 37 
CFR § 1 32 is attached hereto proving the unexpected importance of this 
limitation. 
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4. The limitation that the composition is free from any pesticidalfy active 
compounds other than the pesticidaljty active alcohol of the bvention. 
There is nothing in Lover that is directed to this limitation. 

It should also be noted as stated above that the v^ ^oit contact times of from 2 
to lU minutes are generaUy sufficient to achieve the above veiy highly Seee.g. 
page 5, liiiel? - page 6, line 2. 

It should fiirther be noted that the presently claimed compositions wQl fiinction 
e£fectiveb^ even if the ectoparasites become resistant to the pesticidal activity of the 
monohydric aralkyl alcohols since they cannot become resistant to asphyxiation, which 
can provide a kin rate greater than 99%, and usually 100% (see page 10 lines 7*11). 
There is no such teaching or suggestion in the Lover reference that would lead to this 
concept. 

It is also contended that Lover teadies away from the use of either benzyl alcohol 
or phenyl etbanoL 

The U.8. Couit of appeals for the Federal Circuit in InreGurlev , 31 USFQ 2d 
1 13 1 held that "A reference may be said to teach awx^ when a person of otdinoiy skill, 
ispon reading the reference, would be discouraged from following the path set out in the 
relerence, or would be led in a direction divergent from the path that was taken by the 
i^plicant.'' See also InreBraaL 16 USPQ 2d 1812, where the CAFC held that one 
inqportant indicium of nonobviousness is teaching away from a claimed invention in the 
prior art. 

It isrespectfiiUy cont^edthat Lover discourages one of ordinary skill from tibe 
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use of benzyl alcohol and phenyl ethanoL 

In summaiy, the Lover reference does not teach or suggest the foUowing: 

a) air-in^enn^able compositions; 

b) in amount sufficient to prevent the ectoparasites jGrom closing their 
breathing ^paratus; 

C) leaving in place until the ectopanudtc:> ate killed; 

d) achieving veiy high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the mechanism of actkm inchides suffocation, the 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the conipositions, which 
can and does occur with to?dc chemical pesticides; 

f) wherein the compositions are safe and eflfecttve and are free from 
pesticides other thm any pestxndal actbn exhibited by the ara^ 

alcohols; and 

g) the importance of conq)lete saturation of the hair and sldn in the 
infected areas. 

It is well sellted hw ifaal all liuutations must be considered m considering 
obviousness under 35 U-S.C. 103; it is error to ignore spe^c limitations disttnguishmg 
over the references. See e,g. InJE.BQca^Puke (CCPA) 184 USPQ 38. 

Whh respect to the Bassette reference, this reference discloses benzyl 
afcohol as one of a list of plant essential oils. A preferred embodiment is a mbcture of 
benzyl alcohol and pyretfarins (see coL 3, lines 39-45). 

In the test results given in Bxan^le 1 column 7, only benzyl alcohol m 
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combination with pyrethrios (the latter being excluded fiom the present claims) gave 
^^Aeiy good Idll'^. Otb&t benzyl alcohol containing compositions (Le. co^^>o^tions G and 
H) were rated as less efifective than compositions A-D, without any indication as to 
whether Kill or Repellanqr was being measured. 

Accordingly, the only composition where a Kill rating is pvm is coni^sition A 
yMiAk is clearly excluded by the present daimu^ ('fbec from pesticides other than any 
pestiddal activity provided by tlie at least one monohydric alcohol")- 

In addition to the above, there is no disclostire in Bassette o£ 

a) an air^imtpermeable composition; 

b) in amoimt suflScient to prevent the ectoparasites fix)m closing thdr 
breathing apparatus; 

c) leaving the conq)osit)on tn contact with the skin and hair until the 
ectoparasites hafve been killed; 

d) achieving very high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) smce the mechanism of action include sufiR)cacion, the 
ectopara^tes cannot develop resistance to the con^sitioiig, which 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticides; 

Q vibexem the con^ositions ate safe and eflfective and are fiee fiom 
pesticides other than any pesticidal action exhibited by the aralkyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the inq)ortance of conq>1ete saturation of the hair and skin in the 
infected area& 
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It is therefore respectfully contended that Ba3$e1te does not teach or suggest the 
presently claimed method. 

Concerning the Caidin reference, this referet^ discloses ovtcidal/pediculieidal 
aotiriice compositions cootainkig quarterxiary ammonium salts^ long chain &tly annnes, 
and mixtures thereof with alkanol syqergTzgrs selected fiom phenyl Qf^C^ aJkanols, 
phenyl C2-C6 diols^ and mixtures thereof 

The alkanols are never used alone^ and their only disclosed fiinction is to act as 
synergizers for the ammonium compounds and amines, which are the chmsical 
pediculicides. See e.g. cohmm 3, lines 21-22, where it is stated that ^ the present 
invention, alkanol ^nergizers enhance t he efficacy of the active compositions^, 
(underlining added). 

All of the present claims contains the limitation that no pesticides are present in 
the compositions used in the method of the invention other than any pesticidal activity 
provided by the monohydric aralkyl alcohols, hence exchidiug the coni|>ositions of 
Cardin, in induch the ammonium compounds and amines are chomical pedicuUcides (see 
e.g. coL 3 above and coL 2, lines 43-45). 

Cardin does not teach or suggest the following: 

a) air-impetmeabk conq)osition5; 

b) in amount suflBkrient to prevent the ectoparasites from closing their 
breathmg a}q)aratu$; 

c) leaving tn place until the ectoparasites are killed; 
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d) achieving very high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the medianisin of action includes sujOTocation, the 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the conqposhions, viiiich 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticides; 

f) wherein the con:q>ositions are safe and effective and are firee from 
pesticides other than any pesLicidal ui;tioo exlubited by the aralkyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the importance of complete saturation of the skin and hair. 
In addition, Cardin discloses only phenyl C2-C6a1kanols. Benzyl alcohol is a 

phenyl CiaDcanoL Hencethisreference is conq)letclyinfelevant with respect to ne^ 
claims 45-63, which are all limited to benzyl alcohol. 

It is therefore respectfiilly contended for the reasons given above that Cardin does 
not teach nor render obvious the presently claimed method. 

Withrespect to the Pearlman reference, this reference is directed to driable 
pediculostatic agetxts that elicit an "immersion reflex" in lice to immobilize them* The 
pedicuIoslMicugculttarethendbrledtokiUat IcastsonKOfth^ Thedriabic 
pediculostatic agents used in Pearknan's invention are ''sur&ctants, lipid materials and 
allcanols^* (coL 10, lines 48-51). The alkanols within the scope of the invention are 
disclosed in col 12, lines 52-65, and appear to be any '"nonvolatile fetty alcohol", 

Pearlman does not discbse any of hems a) through g) disctosed above in 
discussion of the other references. 
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Accordingly, the Pearlroan reference is respectfully contended to contain m 
disclosui^es relevant to the presently ckumed invention. 

The Examiner is taking a driable unrelated pediculostatic agent from the Pearhnan 
leferenoe and conAmnDg this with the substantially ineffective compositions of the Lover, 
Bassette« and Caidm references all without any teachtng or suggestion in wy of these 
references lu du so, and couq>letely out of context, concluding that the present 
coxnposition$ and xnett»ds are thereby obtained, iwliicli is respectfully submitted to be 
incoiiect for the reasons discussed above. This rejection is contended to be a hinds^a^ 
rejection using the present invention as a teroplate. 

It is of course improper to rebuild references, in light of iQ)plicant's disclosure, in 
order for it to operate in a manner never intended or contenplated by the reference. Ex 
parte GanetL POBA (1961) 132 USPQ 514. In order for a combination of references to 
render an invention obvious, it must be obvious that their teachi^ Is 
re Avery, 186 USPQ 161. The references, viewed by themselves and not in retrospect, 
must suggest doing what applicant has done. InreSchaflfer (CCPA 1956) 108 USPQ 
326, InrcSkofl (CCPA 1975) 187 USPQ 481. The mere feet it is possible for two 
isolated disclosures to be combined does not render the result of that mmbination 
obvious absem a logical reason of record which justifies the combi^^ Tn ^ 
aL (CCPA 1975) 188 USPQ 136. 

It is req>ectfiiQy contended that the Examiner has not provided a sufficient basis 
upon v/hich to conclude that one having ordinary skill m the art would have been led to 
modify the applied references to arrive at the claimed method. In re Newell 891 r.2d 
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899, 13 USPQ2d 1248 (Fed Cir. 1989), In LaskowskL 871 F.2d 115, 10 USPQ2d 
1397 (Fed-CSr. 1989). 

In addition, it is not apparent and the Examiner does not e^lain why the 
disclosed processes in the prior art would inherently (necessarily) yieW the same product 
used in the present claims. In te King , 801 R2d 1324, 231 USPg 136 (Fed. Or. 1986); 
InreOelrich. 666 F.2d 578, 212 USPQ 323 (CCPA 1981); InrcWUding, S35 F.2d 631, 
190 USPQ 59 (CCPA 1976). 

There is data in the speciiScation which reveals that im>ducts used in the claimed 
method exhibit properties (e.g. ability to suffocate ectoparasites) which are not exhibited 
by those prqjared in accordance with any process disclosed in the ref^ The 
Examiner should give more consideration to this data in the specification. UnirovaL Inc, 
v.RmMnn-WnevCorp.. 837 1044, S USPQ2d 1434 (Fed. Cir, 1988); Ashland Qil, 
Inc. V. Delta Resins & Refractories, Inc.. 776 F.2d 281. 

The Examiner's attention is directed to operating Examples U14 where 
con:q>ositions containing benr/1 alcohol are set forth, and Exan^les 15, 16, and 17 where 
tlie compositions of Exan^lcs 1, 2, 5, and 6 were evaluated clinically against lice, 
nynsfAtSy and/or nits wherein each sulrjec!: (lice infected) had two 10 minute treatments 
one week 24)art in Examples IS and 16, resuhing in 100% effectiveness; and Example 17 
where a 10 minute treatment against nits resulted in ovicidal activi^ of 94*9% for the 
oonqposition of Exanq>Ie 5 and 93.1% for the composition of Example 6. 
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In the Office Action, the Examiner contends that the cited references show benzyl 
alcohol eflEectivc as a fickadc and ovacidc at from 0^5-5% (Cardin), 10-40% (Lover), 
0.01-95% (Bassette). 

Tins coiitention is respcctfolfy suhm^ 
discussed above. For sample. Lover shows benzyl alcohol as ineffective as a licicide for 
all practical pmposes. Cardm requires the presence of chemical amine and anjmomum 
pediculiddes and discbscs ccxt^m alcohols as syncigizers for the above chemical 
pediculicides. Bassette shows that oxify benzyl alcohol in combination with j^retfarins 
was efifecttve* 

In addition, the references do not disclose or suggest any of items a) through g) 
set forth above in discussions of individual references, i.e- none of the references, either 
singly or in comtnnation, disclo se a method for using con^sitions to kill ectoparasites in 
which: 

a) an air-impermeable composition; 

b) in aQK>unt sufficient to prevent the ectoparasites from closing their 
breatbii^ apparatus; 

c) leaving the conqsoaition in contact with the skin and hair imtil the 
ectopamsftesa have been killed; 

d) achieving very high kill rates in short periods of time; 

e) since the xnechaiiismofaction include snffi}catk)n, the 
ectoparasites cannot develop resistance to the conq>ositions» vMoh 
can and does occur with toxic chemical pesticides; 
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f) v^erein the coinpositioro arc safe and effective and are firee from 
pesticid es other than aiQr pesttcjdal action exhibited by the araBcyl 
alcohols; and 

g) the impoTtfltice o f conqpfete saturation of the hair and skin in the 
infected areas. 

On page 8 of the Action, the Examiner states ihal the claiuis are broader than the 
scope argued and Lover is a directive for alcohol use fin- ectoparasite controL 

However, the .scope of the claims has been discussed herein, and as discussed 
above Lover does not direct for the use of aialkyl alcohols as efifective pesticides* Also, 
as discussed above» Lover does not teach or suggest any of the claim limitations or 
advantages provided by the present invention. 

On pages 7 at)d 8 of the Action tlie Examiner has ngected a numt^ 
claims for obviousness^type double patenting. 

The rejections will be discussed bebw. 

Conccmhig the rejection of claims 1-5, IH3, 17-20, 22-33» and 39-44 for 
obviousness-lypc double patenting over chuns 28, 29, and 31*38 of Patent No. 
6.793,93 1 , the above patented claims do not contain at least the following claim 
limitations of the above claims of the present applkation: 

1 . Effectiveness against ectoparasite nymphs and eggs as well as the 

ectoparasites themselves. 
2- The quantity of aralkyl alcohol of from 1 to 50% by wi^t of the 
composition. 
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3. The requirement of conqplete saturation of the hair and ddn. The 
importsaace and unobviousness of this has been demonstrated in the 37 
CFR § 132 Declaration inchided with this response. 

4. Leaving the composition in contact with the infected skin and hair until 
most of the i^n^hs and eggs have been killed (as well as the 
ectoparasite). 

Hence, it is respectfully snibmitted that the present churns are patentably distmct 
fiom those Of the above pat^. 

Concerning copending appKcation 10/382,188, the limitations in the present 
claims not present in the claims of the above copending application inchide the 
foDowix^: 

1 . £&ctiveness against nyn^hs as well as the ectoparasites and their e^. 

2. The requirement ofcotnplete saturation ofthe hair and s1^^ See attached 
132 Declaration shoA^g the inqportance and unobviousness of this 
limitation. 

3. Leaving the conq>osition in contact with the infected 'skin and hair until 
most of the nynqphs and eggs have been killed. 

Hence, it is lespectfiilly submitted that the present claims are in fiict patentable 
over those in copending ^plication 10/382,188. 

Concemir^ copending ^^lication 1 0/336,4579 the limitations in the present 
claims not present in the claims of the above copending applkation are as follows: 
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1. Effectiveness against ectoparasite nymphs and their eggs as well as the 



2. The i^quirenientofcompletesatinatioaofthe hair and ddn. The 

iiDportance and unobviousness of this has heen demonstrated in the 37 
CFR § 132 Declaration included with this response. 



Hence, it is respectfully subzmtted that the present claims are patentably distinct 
from those of die above copending application. 

Hence, it is respectfully submitted that the present claims are in feet patentably 
distinct from the claims of U.S. 6,793,93 1 and the above copending applications. 

In view of the amendments to the claims and the above discussion^ albwance of 
claims 1, 3-9, 1 1, 13, 15, 16, 18, 20-26, 33-36, and 45-63 as amended is req)ectfiilly 
solicited 



ectoparasites themselves. 



Leaving the composition in contact with Uie infected skin and hair until 



most of the nynophs and eggs have been killed (as well as the 



ectoparasites). 



Req>ectfiilly {oibmitted^ 




Henry £. Millson, Jr, 
Reg. No. I8,98U 
675 Golden Hawk Drive 
Prescott, AZ 86301 
phone and fax (928)445-2453 
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